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Abstract  
The present study investigates possible differences in language learning strategy (LLS) 
use between monolingual (L1 Greek) and multilingual (L1 non-Greek) early 
adolescent learners. The participants were junior high school learners (932 
monolinguals and 307 multilinguals) who completed an adapted self-report 
questionnaire. Both groups responded to the Strategy Inventory for Language 
Learning (SILL) Version 7.0 (Oxford, 1990) about their language learning strategies 
when learning English
1
. The multilingual group then completed another SILL 
reporting on the strategies they used when learning/using Greek. The data were 
analyzed via descriptive statistics and t-tests. The findings showed statistically 
significant differences between monolinguals and multilinguals concerning individual 
strategies and strategy categories in favor of multilinguals as well as multilinguals‟ 
transfer of strategies from Greek to English and vice versa.  
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1. Introduction  
The last decade has seen a significant amount of research into multilingualism and 
third language acquisition (De Angelis 2007; Aronin & Hufeisen 2009; Cenoz 2009). 
Although various models of multilingualism acknowledge the importance of language 
learning strategy development and use (e.g., Herdina & Jessner 2002), there is very 
little evidence of how language learning strategies influence third language learning 
and what their role in cross-linguistic influence among L1, L2 and L3 is. Since there 
are no comparative studies in the context of Greek secondary education, the present 
paper investigates the possible differences between monolingual and multilingual 
students‟ language learning strategies with the aim to help language teachers become 
aware of their learners‟ strategy use and incorporate appropriate strategy instruction. 
 
                                                          
1
 This study is part of the Thales project MIS 379335. It was held in the frame of the National Strategic 
Reference Frame (Ε.Σ.Π.Α) and was co-funded by resources of the European Union (European Social 
Fund) and national resources. 
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2. Literature review 
Oxford (2011: 167) defines language learning strategies as: “the learner‟s goal-
directed actions for improving language proficiency or achievement, completing a 
task, or making learning more efficient, more effective, and easier”. Although there is 
a long research tradition in investigating language learning strategies as well as a 
significant body of research into bi-/multilingualism, studies which compare 
monolinguals‟ and multilinguals‟ language learning strategy use are few (Hong-Nam 
2006; Hong-Nam & Leavell 2007; Tuncer 2009; Kostic-Bobanovic & Bobanovic 
2011). There is very little literature that brings together multilinguals, language 
learning strategies and additional language learning (Grenfell & Harris 2007). 
One of the earliest comparative studies involving 10 multilingual and 10 
monolingual participants was conducted by Ramsey (1980) who found that the 
multilinguals predominated in the group of „successful learners‟. In another 
comparative study in which participants learnt a miniature linguistic system, Nation 
and McLaughlin (1986) came to the conclusion that multilinguals employed strategies 
to help them find resources to process linguistic information more efficiently when 
they were not given explicit instructions to learn. Nayak et al. (1990) found that 
multilingual participants had a greater facility for learning a third language, were more 
flexible in seeking and utilizing strategies appropriate to the task, and knew more 
readily than monolinguals which learning approach would work best for them in 
different language learning situations.  
In more recent studies Hong-Nam (2006) and Hong-Nam & Leavell (2007) 
compared strategy use reported by monolingual Korean and bilingual Korean-Chinese 
university students. The authors noted that, despite a less favorable formal English 
education environment in the Korean-Chinese community and fewer English learning 
experiences, the bilingual Korean-Chinese reported higher use of learning strategies 
suggesting superior language learning abilities by the bilinguals. Tuncer (2009) 
investigated monolingual and bilingual adult EFL learners and found a positive 
correlation between strategy use and bilingualism. The author inferred that the 
bilinguals are more advantageous than monolinguals in the process of language 
learning because they are intrinsically motivated and that the source of this motivation 
may be the previous success at acquiring or learning other languages. 
Kostic-Bobanovic & Bobanovic (2011) studied the difference in the use of 
language learning strategies between bilingual and monolingual university students 
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learning English and found that bilingual students reported higher use of memory and 
metacognitive strategies to a statistically significant level. On the other hand, a 
smaller-scale study conducted by Shabani & Sarem (2009) in which they also 
investigated the learning strategy use of monolinguals and bilinguals EFL learners 
indicated that there were no significant differences in the strategy use overall and on 
individual items between the two groups and attributed these findings to factors such 
as gender and social position of women in Iran.  
In Greece Psaltou-Joycey & Kantaridou (2009) looked into a possible relation 
between degrees of plurilingualism, strategy use and learning styles of university 
students (L1 Greek speakers with certificates in foreign languages, taught in tertiary 
education) and reported that trilingual students used more strategies more frequently 
than bilinguals and that more advanced trilinguals made more frequent use of 
strategies. Mitits & Sarafianou (2012) reported on the development of language 
learning strategies of multilingual and monolingual learners based on the empirical 
evidence from a combined methods longitudinal case study in which they studied 2 
multilingual and 1 monolingual early adolescents learning English. Their results show 
that the multilingual learners used more strategies more frequently than the 
monolingual ones. Moreover, they showed willingness to take risk and practice 
naturalistically and had the necessary tools to foster and promote autonomy beyond 
the classroom and the teacher‟s control. 
As far as language learning strategies and linguistic transfer are concerned, De 
Angelis (2007) reported on the studies focusing on the possible transfer from one or 
more non-native languages to another and finds evidence for such transferability in the 
areas of lexis, phonetics and phonology, morphology and syntax. What, however, is of 
primary concern in the present study is the transferability of language learning 
strategies among languages of a multilingual individual language learner. According 
to Jessner (2006), such transferability is possible. She cited the findings of the Tyrol 
study which revealed that there is a relationship between cross-linguistic interaction 
and linguistic awareness in the use of multilingual compensatory strategies. Lastly, 
Harris & Grenfell (2004) call for using our knowledge about „how to learn languages‟ 
or how to transfer language learning strategies from the languages we use/learn in 
order to realize a cross-curricular collaboration among English as L1 and modern 
languages taught in British schools.  
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3. Research method 
3.1 Purpose and rationale 
There is a large number of multilingual learners attending Greek secondary education 
and their strategic profiling can be delineated by comparing potential differences in 
language learning strategy use between monolingual (L1 Greek) and multilingual (L1 
non-Greek) early adolescent learners. This, in turn, can help provide strategic 
instruction in teaching materials and raise teachers‟ awareness of issues related to 
multilingualism in Greek schools. More specifically, the following research questions 
were posed: 
1) Do multilingual early adolescent language learners use language learning strategies 
that differ from those used by monolingual learners when learning English?  
2) Do multilingual early adolescent language learners transfer language learning 
strategies from their L2 Greek to L3 English and vice versa?  
 
3.2 Participants 
The sample was the entire learner population in junior high schools in Komotini, 
Thrace, students aged 12–15, the total number of 1239; 932 L1 Greek speakers 
(75,2%); 307 L1 other than Greek speakers (24, 8%); 595 males and 638 females. 471 
attended A class; 421 B class and 347 C class. The term monolingual in our context 
refers to L1 Greek EFL learners, who are probably learning other foreign languages, 
but do not speak any of them on a daily basis outside the classroom. The multilinguals 
in this study are EFL learners whose L1 is a language other than Greek; they attend 
public schools where Greek is the medium of instruction and the official language 
spoken in the wider community (so it can be assumed that Greek is their L2) while 
they may speak other languages at home as well. The self-report background 
questionnaire identified 17 languages and/or a combination of languages as L1 and 26 
languages and/or a combination of languages as languages the multilinguals speak at 
home. There is such a large number of multilingual students on account of the fact that 
many of the Turkish-speaking students belonging to the Muslim minority attend public 
high schools, along with the children from immigrant and repatriated families who 
speak at least one more language besides Greek. On the whole, those students come 
from underprivileged socio-economic backgrounds and, except the Turkish L1 
speakers, it is unclear how literate they are in the languages they speak. 
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3.3 Instrument 
The instrument used was the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) 
Version 7.0 (ESL/EFL) (Oxford 1990) for learners of English as a second/ foreign 
language (50 items). The SILL uses a choice of five Likert-scale responses (1-5) for 
each strategy described ranging from „never or almost never true of me‟ to „always or 
almost always true of me‟. It was translated and adapted for use in Greek with the 
particular learner population (Gavriilidou and Mitits 2016). Two identical translations 
were produced, one to investigate the frequency of language learning strategies when 
learning English and another when learning Greek. The internal consistency 
coefficient for the whole scale was calculated and Cronbach‟s alpha was found at .920 
for the English SILL and .947 for the Greek SILL. The internal consistency coefficient 
was also calculated for the 6 sub-scales (memory strategies, cognitive strategies, 
compensation strategies, metacognitive strategies, affective strategies, social 
strategies). Reliability at <0.7 is considered as high. Most of the sub-scales have high 
reliability. A few are in the moderate reliability range (0.3-0.7) tending towards high 
reliability. 
 
4. Procedure and data analysis 
Both monolingual and multilingual groups were administered the SILL investigating 
their language learning strategies when learning English. Two months later the 
multilingual group completed another SILL, this time recording their language 
learning strategy use when learning Greek. The results from the questionnaires were 
processed using SPSS version 19 and the significance level was set at p<0.05. The 
data were analyzed using descriptive statistics in order to calculate the frequencies and 
percentages of strategy use of the whole sample, as well as the most and the least 
frequently used individual strategies. The independent-samples t-test was used to 
compare the means for monolingual and multilingual sub-samples on strategy 
categories and overall strategy use on the SILL for English. The paired-samples t-test 
was used to compare the means of two variables – The SILL for English and the SILL 
for Greek for the multilingual group and the Pearson correlation coefficient was 
calculated in order to observe the possible correlation of strategies used when learning 
English and Greek in the case of multilingual learners. 
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5. Results 
The results will be presented with respect to the research questions posed. 
 
5.1 Q1: Do multilingual young adolescent language learners use language learning 
strategies that differ from those used by monolingual learners when learning 
English?  
The comparison of the means for monolinguals and multilinguals on strategy 
categories and overall strategy use on the SILL for English showed no statistically 
significant differences on the frequency of the overall strategy use between the two 
groups (they are both in the medium frequency range) (see table 1). However, there 
are statistically significant differences between memory and compensation strategy 
categories. In both cases, multilinguals displayed higher frequency of strategy use. 
What multilinguals seem to do more is create mental linkage and employ action in 
order to remember new information. They also guess intelligently more often by using 
both linguistic and non-linguistic clues and by using various compensation strategies 
to overcome limitations in communication. 
 
 case type N Mean SD Sig 
Memory strategies E 
monolingual 932 2,58 ,626 
0,006 
multilingual 307 2,70 ,653 
Cognitive strategies E 
monolingual 932 2,93 ,643 
0,361 
multilingual 307 2,97 ,654 
Compensation strategies E 
monolingual 930 2,77 ,781 
0,000 
multilingual 307 2,98 ,800 
Metacognitive strategies E 
monolingual 930 3,23 ,853 
0,452 
multilingual 307 3,28 ,833 
Affective strategies E 
monolingual 930 3,29 ,818 
0,888 
multilingual 307 3,28 ,827 
Social strategies E 
monolingual 930 2,93 ,841 
0,294 
multilingual 307 2,99 ,911 
SILL for English overall use of 
strategies 
monolingual 932 2,95 ,562 
0,063 
multilingual 307 3,02 ,603 
Table 1. Independent-samples t-test – Comparison of means for monolingual and 
multilingual cases on strategy categories and overall strategy use on the SILL for 
English 
 
Descriptive statistics of the individual strategy items on the SILL for English in 
case of monolinguals revealed that the most frequently used items belong to 
metacognitive and affective strategies, while the least used ones belong to the memory 
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and cognitive categories. It seems that there is an overlap between the most and the 
least used items by the monolingual and multilingual sub-samples. However, the 
following strategies are only found in monolinguals (among the ten most frequently 
used strategies). Strategy No. 29 is a compensation strategy which helps overcome 
limitations in speaking and writing by using a circumlocution or a synonym. Strategy 
No. 38 belongs to metacognitive strategies and involves self-evaluation of one‟s 
learning. Strategy No. 40 is an affective strategy of encouraging oneself by making 
positive statements about learning. All these strategies have probably been developed 
through formal instruction during English lessons both in school and private courses. 
However, the following strategies are only found among the most frequently used 
items in multilinguals (No. 10, 11, and 24). They use cognitive strategies to formally 
practice the sounds of English and practice naturalistically very frequently; they also 
employ a compensation strategy that helps them guess intelligently in order to 
compensate for lack of knowledge. 
Although there is a common pattern as far as the least used items by the 
monolinguals and multilinguals are concerned, the following strategies are only found 
in monolinguals (No. 22, 26, and 47) among the least frequently used. The 
monolinguals do not seem to compensate for limitations in speaking and writing by 
coining words; they do not use a cognitive strategy to create structure for input and 
output by summarizing the new information; and they do not employ a social strategy 
to cooperate with their peers to overcome language problems. The least frequently 
used strategies found only in the case of multilinguals (No. 13, 27, and 37) belong to 
the cognitive, compensation and metacognitive categories respectively and show that 
multilinguals do not seek practice opportunities nor practise naturalistically. This can 
be attributed to the context within which learning takes place (English is learned as a 
foreign language).  
The t-test for two independent samples was used to establish if there are statistically 
significant differences between monolinguals‟ and multilinguals‟ responses on 
individual items on the SILL for English. There are statistically significant differences 
on 18 items, with the multilinguals reporting higher use of 14 individual strategies and 
the monolinguals reporting using 4 individual strategies more frequently (see table 2). 
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Table 2. Independent-samples t-test – Comparison of means for monolingual and 
multilingual cases on individual strategy items on the SILL for English which show 
statistically significant differences 
 Case type N Mean SD Sig. 
(3 memo) I connect the sound of a new English 
word and an image or picture of the word to help 
remember the word. 
monolingual 919 2,78 1,362 
0,018 
multilingual 304 2,99 1,288 
(4 memo) I use rhymes to remember new English 
words. 
monolingual 925 1,96 1,208 
0,000 
multilingual 300 2,48 1,238 
(5 memo) I use flashcards to remember new 
English words. 
monolingual 929 1,51 ,979 
0,000 
multilingual 305 1,78 1,168 
(8 memo) I remember new English words or 
phrases by remembering their location on the 
page, on the board, or on a street sign. 
monolingual 919 3,39 1,294 
0,001 
multilingual 299 3,11 1,277 
(10 cog) I try to talk like native English speakers. monolingual 914 3,25 1,368 
0,002 
multilingual 305 3,53 1,385 
(14 cog) I watch English language TV shows 
spoken in English or go to movies spoken in 
English. 
monolingual 909 3,37 1,415 
0,000 
multilingual 297 2,88 1,498 
(15 cog) I read for pleasure in English. monolingual 928 2,17 1,276 
0,000 
multilingual 306 2,54 1,404 
(22 cog) I make summaries of information that I 
hear or read in English. 
monolingual 923 2,43 1,271 
0,000 
multilingual 303 2,80 1,361 
(24 comp) To understand unfamiliar English 
words, I make guesses. 
monolingual 928 3,08 1,437 
0,000 
multilingual 307 3,47 1,417 
(25 comp) When I can’t think of a word during a 
conversation in English, I use gestures. 
monolingual 929 2,32 1,386 
0,001 
multilingual 307 2,62 1,418 
(26 comp) I make up new words if I do not know 
the right ones in English. 
monolingual 923 2,41 1,413 
0,000 
multilingual 299 2,92 1,415 
(28 comp) I try to guess what the other person will 
say next in English. 
monolingual 926 2,52 1,312 
0,000 
multilingual 304 2,81 1,225 
(29 comp) If I can’t think of an English word, I use 
a word or phrase that means the same thing. 
monolingual 922 3,78 1,247 
0,000 
multilingual 307 3,41 1,273 
(36 meta) I look for opportunities to read as much 
as possible in English. 
monolingual 913 2,56 1,255 
0,007 
multilingual 301 2,80 1,293 
(38 meta) I think about my progress in learning 
English. 
monolingual 905 3,61 1,252 
0,014 
multilingual 297 3,41 1,252 
(44 aff) I talk to someone else about how I feel 
when I am learning English. 
monolingual 918 2,21 1,259 
0,000 
multilingual 302 2,54 1,367 
(47 soc) I practice English with other students. monolingual 922 2,47 1,315 
0,001 
multilingual 303 2,77 1,351 
(50 soc) I try to learn about the culture of English 
speakers. 
monolingual 929 2,51 1,415 
0,005 
multilingual 307 2,77 1,381 
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5.2 Q2: Do multilingual young adolescent language learners transfer language 
learning strategies from their L2 Greek to L3 English and vice versa?  
The Paired-Samples t-test procedure was used to compare the means of two variables 
– The SILL for English and the SILL for Greek for the multilingual group (see table 
3). As far as the strategy categories are concerned, there are statistically significant 
differences between cognitive strategies across the two languages in favor of Greek, 
and between affective strategies in favor of English. Therefore, it can be concluded 
that multilingual learners use more strategies that help them practice, receive and send 
messages, analyze and reason, and create structure for input and output when they 
learn their second language while they rely more on strategies that help them lower 
their anxiety, encourage themselves, and control their emotions when they learn their 
foreign language.  
 
 mean SD t df Sig. 
Memory strategies E - Memory strategies G -,03758 ,76316 -,863 306 ,389 
Cognitive strategies E – Cognitive strategies G -,19171 ,72155 -4,655 306 ,000 
Compensation strategies E – Compensation strategies G -,02324 ,89007 -,457 306 ,648 
Metacognitive strategies E – Metacognitive strategies G -,10540 1,00609 -1,836 306 ,067 
Affective strategies E – Affective strategies G ,11927 1,05507 1,981 306 ,049 
Social strategies E – Social strategies G -,05955 1,05662 -,988 306 ,324 
Table 3. Paired-Samples t-test - Comparison of means for the multilingual cases on 6 
strategy categories on the SILL for English and the SILL for Greek 
 
Descriptive statistics indicated the 10 most and least used strategy items by 
multilinguals when learning their L2 Greek. The most used items belong to 
metacognitive and cognitive strategies, while the least used ones are from the memory 
category. There is a similar pattern between the most and least used strategies on the 
SILL for English and the SILL for Greek by multilinguals. However, the following 
items are only found on the SILL for Greek most frequently used strategies (No. 15, 
16, 17, and 49). Three of the strategies are from the cognitive group and they show 
that, when learning Greek, multilinguals use resources for receiving and sending 
messages, get the idea quickly, and take notes. They also ask for clarification or 
verification. These strategies are probably so frequently used only in Greek because 
Language learning strategy profile of EFL learners 707 
 
Greek is the medium of education. There is also a common pattern as far as the least 
used strategies on the SILL for English and the SILL for Greek are concerned. 
Nevertheless, the following items are only found on the SILL for Greek (No. 3, 21, 34, 
and 48). What the multilinguals do not seem to do when learning Greek is arranging 
and planning their learning, employing guessing, using mnemonics, nor asking for 
correction. 
With respect to individual strategies, 19 items show significant differences: 14 
items are in favor of Greek and 5 in favor of English (see table 4). 
 
 Mean SD t df Sig. 
(1memo) I think of relationships between 
what I already know and new things I learn 
in English/Greek. 
-,25817 1,55195 -2,910 305 ,004 
(6 memo) I physically act out new 
English/Greek words. 
-,20530 1,40629 -2,537 301 ,012 
(9 cog) I say or write new English/Greek 
words several times. 
,17763 1,49852 2,067 303 ,040 
(10 cog) I try to talk like native 
English/Greek speakers. 
-,31773 1,63520 -3,360 298 ,001 
(11 cog) I practice the sounds of 
English/Greek. 
,29333 1,70597 2,978 299 ,003 
(13 cog) I start conversations in 
English/Greek. 
-,70805 1,70916 -7,151 297 ,000 
(14 cog) I watch English/Greek language 
TV shows spoken in English/Greek or go to 
movies spoken in English/Greek. 
-,35274 1,81883 -3,314 291 ,001 
(15 cog) I read for pleasure in English. 
/Greek 
-,93377 1,75839 -9,228 301 ,000 
(16 cognitive) I write notes, messages, 
letters, or reports in English/Greek. -,67014 1,87191 -6,075 287 ,000 
(19 cog) I try to find patterns in 
English/Greek. 
-,19269 1,46836 -2,277 300 ,024 
(24 comp) To understand unfamiliar 
English/Greek words, I make guesses. ,26059 1,56259 2,922 306 ,004 
(27 comp) I read English/Greek without 
looking up every new word. -,23729 1,61771 -2,519 294 ,012 
(30 meta) I try to find as many ways as I 
can to use my English/Greek. -,20598 1,61991 -2,206 300 ,028 
(35 meta) I look for people I can talk to in 
English/Greek. -,55629 1,71232 -5,646 301 ,000 
(36 meta) I look for opportunities to read 
as much as possible in English/Greek. -,30769 1,69651 -3,136 298 ,002 
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(41 aff) I give myself a reward or treat 
when I do well in English/Greek. ,30508 1,62730 3,220 294 ,001 
(45 soc) If I do not understand something 
in English/Greek, I ask the other person to 
slow down or say it again. 
,42761 1,65902 4,442 296 ,000 
(49 soc) I ask questions in English/Greek. -,25828 1,72133 -2,608 301 ,010 
(50 soc) I try to learn about the culture of 
English/Greek speakers. -,50489 1,81924 -4,863 306 ,000 
Table 4. Paired-Samples t-test - Comparison of means for multilinguals on strategy 
items on the SILL for English and the SILL for Greek 
 
A possible correlation of overall strategy use on the SILL for English and the SILL 
for Greek was calculated and it was found that the overall means on the SILL for 
English and the SILL for Greek are statistically significantly correlated (medium 
positive correlation, r=0.489). Strategy category means show statistically significant 
medium positive correlations on 5 strategy categories between the SILL for English 
and the SILL for Greek: Memory strategies r=0. 399; Cognitive strategies r=0. 459; 
Compensation strategies r=0. 409; Metacognitive strategies r=0. 336; Social strategies 
r=0. 340, and low positive correlation on Affective strategies r=0. 269. 
 
6. Discussion of results  
6.1 Monolingual and multilingual EFL learners’ profiles 
Both the monolinguals and the multilinguals use strategies for learning English within 
a medium frequency range. The monolinguals reported using affective strategies most, 
followed by metacognitive, then cognitive and social to the same degree, 
compensation, and, finally, memory strategies. The multilinguals preferred affective 
and metacognitive strategies most, followed by social, compensation, cognitive and 
memory strategies. It is evident that both groups should be given strategy instruction 
in order to improve their strategy use while taking the advantage of what they already 
do.  
The present study found that multilingual early adolescents use memory and 
compensation strategies more frequently and to a higher degree than their monolingual 
counterparts. Other studies report various findings. Kostic-Bobanovic & Bobanovic 
(2011) found that bilingual students reported higher use of learning strategies than 
their monolingual colleagues with memory and metacognitive strategies reaching 
statistically significant level. Tuncer (2009) reported that bilinguals had an advantage 
Language learning strategy profile of EFL learners 709 
 
of employing cognitive and metacognitive strategies while learning a language and 
attributed it to bilinguals being more advantageous in the learning process, successful 
at learning previous languages and experienced in learning more than two languages. 
The participants in their studies (as in the majority of studies comparing monolinguals‟ 
and multilinguals‟ strategy use) were university students. This can account for the 
higher use of metacognitive strategies by multilingual adults as opposed to early 
adolescents in this study who are still in the process of developing their language 
awareness. 
A possible explanation for the statistically significant variation in the two 
categories in the present study is that both memory and compensation strategies are 
strategies which directly involve the target language. Memory strategies help store and 
retrieve new information, while compensation strategies allow language use despite 
gaps in knowledge (Oxford 1990). What the multilinguals seem to do more is create 
mental linkage and employ action in order to remember new information. They also 
guess intelligently more often by using both linguistic and non-linguistic clues and by 
using various compensation strategies to overcome limitations in communication.  
The multilingual advantage is further proved by the finding that they outperform 
the monolinguals on a number of individual strategies. More specifically, they 
outscore on the memory strategies that involve applying images and sounds by 
representing sounds in the memory or by using imagery. They also employ action to 
help them learn, such as physical response or sensation, and mechanical techniques. 
On the other hand, the memory strategy the monolinguals use more often involves 
semantic mapping, which is a strategy useful for remembering new expressions. 
Memory load is heavier in the case of multilingual learners because they constantly 
make choices about the use of languages at their disposal and they simultaneously 
activate their various language systems (Herdina & Jessner 2002; Jessner 2006).  
The items favored by the monolinguals further corroborate the stance that factors 
such as the teaching context and methodology, as well as the fact that they have the 
experience of learning only a foreign language in an artificial setting (the classroom) 
contribute to the choice of strategies. They report “watching English films”, “using 
synonyms” and “thinking about their progress in English” much more. They rely on 
analyzing and reasoning strategies commonly used by language learners with which 
they construct formal models of language, create general rules and revise those rules 
(Oxford 1990). On the other hand, the cognitive strategies used far more by the 
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multilinguals are “trying to talk like native English speakers”, “reading for pleasure in 
English” or “summarizing information they hear or read in English”. This feature of 
favoring practicing in naturalistic, realistic settings is a clear indication of how being 
experienced in learning languages in natural settings (Greek in Greece) contributes to 
the differentiated profile of multilinguals.  
Another striking difference is the 4 compensation strategies ranked high on the 
multilinguals‟ list. Comprehension strategies help learners to comprehend or produce 
language despite the limited knowledge they may have and mainly enable 
compensation of grammar and vocabulary Oxford (1990). The multilinguals use 
linguistic and other clues to guess the meaning, use mime or gesture, coin words, etc.  
It can be argued that this multilingual advantage is on account of their previous 
language learning experience. They seem to use more memory strategies as there is a 
heavier memory load with multiple languages. They also compensate more as a result 
of their language learning experience with L2 Greek where they constantly 
compensate in their daily exchanges. In case of linguistic deficit multilinguals tend to 
resort to strategic behaviors which help them restore communication. Last but not 
least, the multilingual learners in the present study generally come from 
underprivileged social environments with fewer English learning experiences as they 
do not necessarily attend private English schools like the monolinguals and, yet, they 
report higher use of learning strategies, which indicates their superior language 
learning abilities. The above findings are in line with research into multilingual 
advantage over monolinguals when learning an additional language (Jessner 1999; 
Rivers 2001; Moore 2006; Kemp 2007). 
 
6.2 Multilingual LLS transfer  
There is no statistically significant variation with respect to the frequency of strategy 
use between Greek (the second language) and English (the foreign language) overall. 
However, there is a statistically significant variation between strategy categories with 
cognitive strategies showing a higher frequency of use in Greek and affective 
strategies in English. Also, there are differences between the frequency of use on 19 
individual strategic items between Greek and English that are statistically significant 
(14 items are in favor of Greek). It can argued that the influence of the language 
learning context (second vs. foreign) is reflected in the types of strategies learners 
employ rather than the frequency of overall use. The characteristics of the second 
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language context are the following: Greek is the official language, the dominant 
language, the language of instruction (full immersion school programs), and the 
language multilinguals both learn and use. The characteristics of English are: the 
foreign language with no official status, a language of wider communication with 
native speakers of English and as a lingua franca, a compulsory school subject, highly 
valued by parents and institutions, and the language multilinguals almost exclusively 
learn.  
Higher frequency of use of cognitive strategies in learning Greek can be attributed 
to the fact that direct strategies are essential in learning a language (e.g. getting the 
idea quickly, using resources for receiving and sending messages; creating structure 
for input and output, taking notes, summarizing, highlighting). Higher frequency of 
use of affective strategies in learning English have to do with emotions, attitudes, 
motivation, values, self-esteem and the sense of efficacy (encouraging oneself, making 
positive statements, rewarding oneself, discussing one‟s feelings) and show the value 
attached to learning English by the learners in greek education. 
Prior language learning is a benefit for the multilingual learners in that they appear 
to transfer the strategies they already employ in the languages they have been 
developing. A positive correlation between the frequency of strategy use between 
Greek and English implies that those learners who use more strategies more often 
when learning Greek do so when learning English, and vice versa. Respectively, those 
learners who use fewer strategies when learning the second language also use fewer 
strategies when learning the foreign language.  
 
7. Conclusion  
Based on the above findings it can be concluded that monolingual and multilingual 
early adolescents employ language learning strategies to a similar degree overall and 
need strategy training in order to become more efficient language learners. However, 
multilinguals show significant variation with respect to strategy categories and the 
individual strategies they prefer. They also transfer LLSs from their second language 
Greek to the foreign language English and vice versa. This points to multilinguals‟ 
enhanced learner autonomy and a different approach to learning, which could be 
incorporated in teaching materials to help less effective learners develop appropriate 
strategies for learning languages. 
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